ON THE GENUS GNATH ANACANTHUS OF BLEEKER. 
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In 1855 (over tliirty-live years Dr. IMeelu’r introduced into scien- 
tilie literature a remarkable genus of lislu’s under the name (rimfltona- 
for a species ( G. Iniind in Van Diimiens Ijainl.aiKl referixMl 
it to tile family CatnphracU. Snbse()uently, in several memoirs, In* 
referred it to tlie family 8'<ory>o’imb/ci.* Nevertheless, it was over- 
looked by Dr. ( liinther and lias been neglected by all recent authors. 




In 1870, Dr. (liinther propo.sed the name Uolu.rrnux loi‘ a tisli (//. cu- 
b/iirif.s’), also found in Van Diemens band nr 'rasmania, and ret«’ired it 
to the family (/iri7/i7b/n'. Dr. (liinther added, “ 'Phis is one (»t tin* nio.xt 
singular lishes of the 'i'asmaiiiaii faiiiia. .\t the first glaiu’e the ob- 
server is inclined to nder it to the Scorpamichc or 1 ‘cdiciilati : but there 
is no bony stay Ibrtlie pi’eojiereulnm, which is not armed, and (he tore 
limb is not pedieulatctl. Its nearest allies are »‘vident ly tin' ('irrlntuhr. 

In 1870, Dr. Bleeker demonstrated the identity of Holn., , nus \\wh 
Gnaduinacahthus, and claimed that he was r:ght in relerring the genus 



* Olio of llio.se iin’iitoir.s was jHiltli^lc'it in l'Ti>, aint a unlit i- i-> in tin- Zi»t>l";;ii .il 
Koconl lor lS7l> (I’iscos, p. to), iiniiiftliaifl^ follnwiii^ llw ali'iiaelul tli.imiosis i.l' 
lloJoxcviix III that iiotioe aiipeais '■ OndtAtintit <nO/u/« l>pi -’ Mikr . sp. n. T, 

not vot ilo.soribotl. O.lf P- C uiithinKinnitliiin <io> Izt. as alrratly imlicatotl. 

was (loecribcil amt illn.stralnl iwfnt\ yi-ars bflort-. 
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to the Cataphracti, and especially the Scorjxenoidei in the following 
terms: 

“ La chaine sousorbitaire y est en effet complete et s’articule avec le 
preopereule, mais les os sont rudimeutaires en ce sens, qu’ils ferment 
des plaques tres-minces, dout le posterieure, de forme oblougiie et de 
presque la lougeur de Forbite, se r^tr^cit en arriere pour s’y articuler 
avec le preopereule vers le milieu de la hauteur de son bord post6- 
rieurF’ 

In 1878, Count Oastelnau noticed a fish which he referred to a new 
genus called Beridia or Baridia {B. Jiava),* and which he referred to 
the family’ Triglidw, with the following explanation : 

“This new genus belongs to the TrigUdce, and its spinous dorsal 
being rather less developed than the soft, ought probably to be i)laced 
in the group Gottina, but the general form is very different from all the 
other fishes of Trigluhc, and is more like some sorts of Gohiida’.'^ 

In 1879, the present author, in a brief summary of the progress of 
Vertebrate Zoology in 1878, referred to Beridia in the following terms : 
“ Quite a large number of new genera of fishes have been proposed, 
but several of them are unquestionably the result of imperfect knowl- 
edge or erroneous ideas, and among such may be mentioned those 
named by Count Casteluau (1), Brishania and (2) Baridia or Beridia. 
The former was proposed for a fish oecurriug in the Brisbane River, 
and is undoubtedly identical with Megalops, while the latter is the 
same as Gnathanacanthus, long before described by Bleeker.”t 

I u 1883, Mr. Robert M. Johuson, in an ably compiled catalogue of 
the fishes of Tasmania, enumerates Roloxeims eutaneus as one of the 
species of Triglidee, and added the following comments: 

“ I have not seen the above, but I have good reason for supposing 
that the fish, not otherwise mentioned, known as the Velvet fish, is 
probably the same, although the spinous characters are not iii agree- 
ment with those of II . eutaneus.'^ 

A description is then given of the Velvet fish, and it is added, 
“ Should it prove to be a distinct species I propose for it the name 
Holexenus GihitherU’ f 

II. 



The nominal genera and species thus introduced are undoubtedly 
congeneric. Whether they are based on the same species is not so clear. 
The ditfereuccs of the radial formula are considerable, viz : 



Gnathanacanthus Gevtzi 

Uoloxenus eutaneus 

Beridia jiava 

Uoloxenus Giintheri — 
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the plate (2) the name is printed Baridia Jiava. 
t Ann. Kee. Sc. and Ind. 1878, p. 458, 187!). 
t Papers lioyal Soc. Tasm., 1882, pp. 114, 115, 1883. 

specilic diagnosis, 7 spines; in generic, 8; in ftgure, 8, 



VOL. XIV, T 

1891. j 



PROPHEDINOS OF THE NATIONAL .MFSEl’M. 



703 



Tlic spilie.s iiiterveiiiiifr l)ctweoii the anterior and posterior elevated 
portionsof tliedorsal ap[)oar to bo very slender and short, and it is |>os- 
sible tliat two or tbreo may have been overlooked, and that also anal 
spines may have been passed over. For the present, at least, it is nn- 
certain wlietber tboro is more than one species of Gutithauacanthus, and 
possibly, even tbe doubt is against the probability of tlieie being more 
than one. This is a problem for the Tasmanian and Victorian natural- 
ists to elucidate. 

III. 

The color of the Gnathcnutcanthus (ifctzii was described by liloeker 
as brownish red; of Jloloxcnus ciilancu.s by (liiiitlier as “iiniform 
whitish (in spirits);” and Herulia jUivn by Castelnan as “entirely of 
a beautiful orange color.” Mr. dolinston has informed us that in //. 
Giinthcrif “the color, when fresh, is a uniform deep piiiple, some- 
times more or less marbled with yellow, which probably changes lo 
white in spirits.” In this (mnnectioii, a statement by Castelnan is es- 
pecially noteworthy. “Having received it in a dry state (hej |)ut it in 
warm water to extend some parts of the tins; the water became almost 
immediately of the same beautiful yellow color as the lisli.” It there- 
fore seems that the pigments of the lish are soluble, as are those of the 
feathers of certain birds — est>ecially the imisoiihagids — and conse- 
quently discrei>ancies as to shade of color are of little account. 

IV. 



The facts respecting the history are summarized in (he following 

syuouymy : 

GN ATH A.N AC ANTHUS, 

Sifnarntfiiif. 

^(rnathanacantlius Bleekor, Vorhaud. I\. Akad. Wci., ( Ainstrnl;iin), v. VisscIhmi 
V an DioiinMifllund, j). jd. i\ 1. lN)r>. 

=:I/oloxetius QiUui\wT, Ann.ainl Mag. Nal. Hi.sl. ( I ), v. 17» p. ; M;u lf;i\, I'ror. 

Linn. Soc*. N. S. Walc.s, v. .'i, p. 43 '*', I'**-'! (Lai., p. LI"*.) 

^Hcridia Castelnan, Pmc. Linn. Soc., X. S. Wales, v. p. 1"*7^: Troc. 

Linn. Soc., X. S. Wak*N v. p. r>W, I-l : t (Cal., p. ‘J*J7.) 

==^liGniUn Cast«diian, Prnc. Linn. S4»c., X. S. Walt s, v. *J, pi. *J. 

The genus is not mentioned by Dr. Ciinther in hi.s 1 ni rodnrtion. 

V. 



Which of the propositions as to the relationships 
candtKS is true ? Is it one ofthe Scorp(vniila\ or one of 
oris it the representative of an independent family ? 

The i)lates accompanying BleekeFs and Castelnan's 
characters (pi ite diO’e rent from those manifest in any 



of (hinthami- 
till* Ch'fitida ' — 

memoiis show 
Seorpamids or 



’■Referred to the ^"orjxniidd’. 



t Keferri’d to llie 0 >ntn<i. 
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Cirritids. The eyes are near the proximal ends of the i)reoperciilar 
bones, the proscapular bones are very much inclined backwards, and 
must consequently connect with the posterotemporals at decided 
angles, the pectorals are comparatively narrow and consequently the 
actinostsaud coracoid elements must be modified, and the ventrals are 
subbrachiai. Notwithstanding Bleeker’s remarks, I must regard it as 
doubtful whether the normal cataphract structure is manifest, that is, 
whether the thinl suborbital is developed as a stay. In view of the 
combination of characters exemplified the genus appears to bo refera- 
ble to neither the Scorpajuids nor the Oirritids, and it probably repre- 
sents a peculiar family to be called Gnatlianaoanthida\ It may be 
most nearly related to the Cougiopodids or Agriopodids and the Pa- 
ticcids. It is very desirable that the questions thus submitted should 
be investigated, and to rectify the nomenclature and to direct attention 
to a lieculiarly interesting type, unduly neglected, this article is pre- 
sented. The author would be greatly obliged to any one who would 
favor him (or rather the U. S. National Museum) with specimens or 
with any bones of the fish. 



Yl. 

Inasmuch as Gnathanacmitlms (or Bolo.venus), Gongiopodufi (or Agri- 
opus), and Fata'cns have been widely se})arated and associated with very 
dift’ereut forms, I venture to express my belief that that they will be 
found to be related, and maj’ even constitute a single superfamily. 
They agree superficially^ in the paueiradiate simple rayed pectorals, ad- 
vanced spinous dorsalis, and position of eyes. I trust that skeletons 
or specimens to be skeletonized of the several types may be sent to the 
U. S. National Museum for examination. 



